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promise. That the resulting present situation is not very satisfactory is evidenced by the acrimonious 
debate that has taken place in Taxon since the Sydney Congress. I do not intend to list the articles or 
to recapitulate this argument, as Brummitt (Taxon 34: 342. 1985) has done this adequately. I will 
present a proposal that might defuse it to some extent. 

If it were explicitly stated that autonyms are not names, in a formal sense, that they do not exist 
in a nomenclatural sense, as with nomina nuda, they could not be transferred. Taxa in a group under 
consideration with valid names could be manipulated, transferred, combined, segregated, changed in 
rank, as taxonomic research dictated. The Code could be applied to determine their correct names, 
to guide the creation of new names when necessary. Autonyms would have no role in this. They would 
be available when appropriate and would disappear if they were no longer appropriate. Not even a 
record of them would be necessary. They need not even appear in synonymy. 

The above was written, then compared carefully with the lengthy discussion on autonyms on the 
floor of the Nomenclature session at Sydney, Aug. 18, 1981, published in Englera 2: 18-32. 1982. 
The ideas expressed above are, in most respects, similar to those discussed as "status quo", but differ 
from that in being more explicit as to the nature and limitations of autonyms. The vote against the 
status quo was taken with little discussion of the status quo as such and without much understanding 
of why it had been changed at Seattle. I feel that my suggestions of more careful and explicit definition 
and limitation of autonyms, effected by the changes suggested, will remove the causes of the problems 
raised as to the operation of Art. 6, and also of those new problems created by giving autonyms 
priorability and status as valid names. 

Proposed by: F. R. Fosberg, Botany Dept., Smithsonian Institution, Washington, DC 20560, U.S.A. 

(266)-(268) Proposals relating to the rejection of names under Art. 69. 

Summary 
It is proposed to tighten up the wording of Art. 69.1 and Art. 69.2 to minimize the submission of 

proposals to reject names that are of only local interest geographically, or are bothersome to less than 
a major part of the botanical community or of the practical users of plant names, and thus, the 
committee work necessary to screen, approve, or disapprove such proposals. Alternatively, failing 
acceptance of the first two of these proposals, it is proposed to delete Art. 69 altogether. 

(266) Proposal to replace "widely and persistently" with "widely, persistently, and consistently" in 
Art. 69.1. 

(267) Proposal to insert after the second sentence in Art. 69.2, "Proposals to reject names of only 
limited geographical interest, or of little concern outside of technical taxonomic circles, will not be 
entertained or considered." 

(268) Proposal (alternative to the above two) to delete the entire article. 

Rationale: Proposals for rejection of specific binomials under Art. 69 are a continuing and increasing 
cause for unnecessary work on the part of members of the special committees. Even if the requirement 
in the first sentence of Art. 69, that a name proposed "may be rejected if it has been widely and 
persistently used for a taxon or taxa not including its type" were strictly adhered to, the decision as 
to whether this be actually the case is hard to make, both by the proposers and the special committees. 
Widely and persistently used in the state of California, in Spain, in South Africa, in Micronesia, in 
India, or in the Alps, for example, should not fulfill this criterion, unless the Code is to be made 
ridiculous. But where does one draw the line? The Code is designed to give a means of settling questions 
about the correct names of plants. When used carefully it serves this purpose very well. This necessarily 
results in inconvenience for someone in many cases, where there is controversy. It is perhaps reasonable 
to have a means of mitigating this where the entire, or a very large segment of, the botanical public 
or the community of users of plant names are inconvenienced. Many proposals are made that serve 
much smaller groups, and these still must be dealt with by the appropriate special committees. 

In the past I have proposed to eliminate this problem by deleting Article 69. I would still vote for 
this solution if such a proposal were to reach the floor of the Congress. However, to reduce the number 
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of proposals for rejection and to limit rejection to cases that will be more widely acceptable, I will 

just propose two changes to Article 69. As an alternative, if the first two proposals are not considered 
effective enough, I propose rejecting Art. 69 altogether. 

Proposed by: F. R. Fosberg, Botany Dept., Smithsonian Institution, Washington, DC 20560, U.S.A. 

(269)-(274) Proposals to rationalize and make consistent and understandable Art. 73.8 and Rec. 73G.1 
on connecting forms in epithets made up of two elements. 

Summary 
It seems undesirable to have the definition of correctness in an Article in the Code depend on a 

recommendation, which seems the case with Art. 73.8. It also seems undesirable to require that an 

epithet should even appear to be ungrammatical. Alternatives are proposed to correct these flaws in 
Art. 73.8 and Rec. 73G. 1; it is also proposed, either to delete Rec. 73G.1 altogether or to revise it to 
remove inconsistencies and to make it understandable if it is retained in the Code. 

(269) Proposal to insert the word grammatically before "incorrect", and delete "(see Rec. 73G)" in 
Art. 73.8. 

(270) Proposal to delete Examples 11 and 12 in Art. 73.8 and substitute others which are not incorrect 

grammatically. 

(271) Proposal to delete Rec. 73G.1. 

(272) Proposal (alternate) to rewrite Rec. 73G.1 so that it contains neither inconsistencies nor re- 

quirement for grammatical incorrectness in compounding forms. 

(273) Proposal to amend Rec. 73G. 1: Rewrite the definitions of"compound" and "pseudocompound" 
so that they can be clearly understood by non-linguists, if the proposal to delete the recommendation 
is not accepted. 

(274) Proposal to italicize, for emphasis, the first sentence of Rec. 73G. 1. 

Rationale: In the Sydney Code some progress has been made toward removing the fault, in previous 
editions, of referring to a subsequent recommendation as though it had the mandatory force of an 
article, but the editors did not go far enough. Art. 73.8 still refers to "an incorrect compounding form" 
with a reference to Rec. 73G as presumably the authority for correctness. Apparently the framers and 
reframers of Art. 73, even at Sydney, have been unable to make up their minds whether some of the 
forms prescribed are correct or not. Certainly this is difficult, as most of the forms recommended seem 
matters of taste and in this the original creators of the names should be followed, unless there is an 

obviously unintentional typographic or orthographic error. 
While feeling that the whole Article may be in need of scrutiny and possible recasting, I will confine 

my remarks and proposals to the single item. This is the apparent disregard of grammatical correctness 
in epithets which seem to consist of a feminine generic name with a modifier requiring a genitive to 
indicate of e.g. cannaefolius, and magnoliaeflora. I see no difference between these two, yet in Rec. 
73G. (a)(2) the second one is treated as a true compound and is spelled magnoliiflorus (why not 

magnoliiflora?), while cannaefolius (why not cannaefolia?) is used as an example of a pseudocompound. 
I must confess to classical ignorance, as the explanation of the difference between a compound and a 

pseudocompound in this case eludes me entirely. 
In Rec. 73G. 1(b) cannaefolius [sic] is used as an example, presumably of correct usage as a pseu- 

docompound, using genitive singular First Declension, yet the last sentence of the paragraph says "The 
latter use of genitive singular of First Declension for pseudocompounding is treated as an error to be 
corrected unless it makes an etymological distinction." I am baffled! I note that, except for the 
"magnoliifolius" example, compounds with feminine (First Declension) stems are absent. Yet all of 
the examples under Art. 73.8 are of this sort. 

As one whose Latin education is admittedly weak and 60 years out of date, I probably should not 
criticize the supposedly well-considered results of deliberations by the proposers of the various intri- 
cacies of Art. 73 and by the Editorial Committee. However, my Latin is good enough to make me 
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